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ferrn the work required of them. Lawrene. J., who tried the
action, found as facts, tlîat the vehieles in question àad not a
distinctive trade naine, that the buyers relied on the difendants
judguient; arnd that the vehicles were inade.uate, and lie gave
judgxncnt for the plaintif, whieh the Court of Appeal (Cozens-
Hardy, MRand Farwell and Kennedy, L.JJ.) affirnied, their
Lordships holding that tînder s. IV nf the Sale ojf Goode Act there

titia irnplied. %,ârran4ly tljiat the goods wvere reasonabli ft for
the purpose thcry were required-arnd that the defendanta werc
znt protected frein liability by the prov-iso relating to the pur-
chai of gondis known hy a patent, or trade naie, as -to wvhich
there is no warranty exet that they are iu fact of the char-
acter eontraeted for,

SI -- ClIARTER-PARTY - OPTION TO CANCEI. CIIARTPZR-PAiTY Ir
VÉSSEL DOES XOT ARRIVE 11V YIXED DATE-TImE FORt sxERo!isNO
OPTION.

.loel Z'r!vane Ship Co. v. Aiedý-ei (1910) 2 K.13. 844. In
this case the defendants chartered a ship frein the plaintifs which
wras to go with ail convenient speed to Neweastle, NS.W., and
there load a cargo of ceai whichi the defendants hound theni-
selves to ship. The defendants had an option, however, to
cancel thec charter-party if the slip had net arrived at New-

à1e castie by Decetmber 15, 1007. The slip did not in fact arrive
at Newcastle un-til 15 June, 1908. As soon as 15 December. 1907,
hahd passed, the plaintiffs called on the defendantm te exorcise
their option, buit they refused te do se; but ou the arrivai of the

* . ship in June, 1908, they then exercised their option and cancelled
the charter-party. T'ae plaintiff sued for a breach of ceutract,
but Blray, J., who tried the action held that the plaintifs were
bound to send the slip to Newca )tle notwithstanding it could

* flot be got there by the date named, and that the. defendants could
flot be callcd on to exercise their option until the ship was there.
The 'action ivag tlçreforc dismissed, and the Court of Appeal
(Cozens-Hardy, M.R., and Farwell and Kennedy, L.JJ.) afflrmed
the deeision.

Sàzz OP GOOS - DELIVERY IN INSTALMENTS -ACCEPTANOZ 0F
PIRST INSTALMENT-IREJECTION 0F SUBSREQUENT INSTALMENTS
.- UNIMKECHANTABLC-13MLIED CONDITION AS TO PITNESS.

Jacàcon v. Rotaa' Motor Co. (1910) 2 K.B. 987 was an action
by the vendor of goods to recover the price of goode which lad


